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The purpose of this study was to determine if

definitive factors emerge from the-.-responses Qf teachers to the

Teaching Events Stress Inventory (TESI).
during the yesars 1980 to 1982,

*In a¥series of three studies
data were’collected to assess the

levels and sources of stress éxperlenced by 660 teachers in central
and western Kentucky. The subjects were publin school teachers either
enrolled as masters—level students or participants in inservice
pragrams on teacher st:ess. The three data sets were camb;neé ané

the factor solutions for the tctal data set. This prgcedure pfaduced
five factors that were relatively stable and independent as well. as

,lag;:ally sound. These were labeled as:
(2) interpersonal- relationships, )
‘non-contact teaching tasks, ‘and (5) change in normal routine.

threat,

i

(1) personal/professional
(3) racial issues, (4)
(PN)
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v o | A FACTOR ANALYTIC STUDY OF THE TEACHING
EVENTS STRESS INVENTGRY

’ i
- B

Attémpts to'iﬁvestigate the nature of stress in the teaching prDFessicn

5p221f1c tgaching events to stress as perceived by teachers. The Teaching

Cichon and KpfF (1978) to determ1ne the sources and levels of task-based stress
experiencéd by teachErs;f Although this‘iﬁstruﬁentistiii retains some potential
for bias andzdistgﬁtfgg as frequently occurs Qhen utf1izing seiFsrepoﬁ{ mea-
sures, it doeggaVnid the generality of the trait and state scaieg once used

regu?ar?y;tésassess anxiety in teaching. " The stfength of the TESI lies in its

f‘

ab111ty to provide a nuant1tat1ve basis for the 1nvestigat1nn of stress by
~
assess1ngaghe magnitude of stress 1nduced by events a&soc1ated with teach1ng
.7
;;;; Several recent 1nvest1gat1ons nf stress ut11121ng the TESTI have produced

#

remarkabiy similar mean rank1ngs of events peer1ved by teachers to be stress-
fui. The studies (Blackwell, 1981; Martray and Adams, 1981; Adams, Martray, and
VATexandér; 1982; Meza aﬁd Elliott, ;981) reported the highest rankings for
" those 1items which cénceptually seemed to fit in a 'Management Conflict' :
cluster.’ h@deraté1y high to low rankings wefevreported for items that seemed
to fit in aa}Teaching Tasks' cluster. Items conceptually comprising a
iPersénal.Security' cluster were reported as ranked amoﬁg the highest fift;en
items across ali four studies. Cenéistent1y Tow in rank across all four
studies were items that conceptually comprised ghe cluster, [Intefpersona1
Relations'. Such_sﬁmiiafities-aiross studies conducted in three diFferent

states seem to indicate that the. TESI is' capable of reliably measuring stress- .
, ' : : . AN
related experiences germane to the teaching proféssion iriespective of E\\

geographic location within the general area of the southeastern Uiited Statesg\\




IntereétingTy, the 1ggi:317y derived cTuéters réferred to above WEﬁe
not dramat%éaTTy‘différeﬁt Frcmrﬁiusters or 'genéral tﬁeméS‘ idghtifiéd by
C1£hnn and Koff (1980) in a.study 1nva1V1ng teachers in the Chicago pub]ic
Schoa1s. .Fcur clusters were 1dent1fjed in that study. The f1rst cluster was
labelled a 'Pr%ority Concern' category and involved such priority concern
events as: managing disruptive ch%idren,;b%%ng threatened with personal
injury, having a c611eague assauité& in school, and being a target.of verbal
abuge by student. The sécond cluster ﬁas comprised of items feF]ecting the
theme, fﬁanagemént'jension‘:' Included in this cluster were suchfeQents as;
iﬁvoiuntérify transferred, overcrowded cfassronﬁs, notice of unsatisfactory

performance, lack of books and supplies, reorganization of programs and

classes, imstmentatiDn of-bbardgﬂf education goals, deniaTKQF promotion or
advancement, aﬁquisagréement with supervisor.” Most studfes which have
utilized the fESI to study stress fﬁ teaching Ea?é reported the highest.
"rankings for those events over which the teacher has Tittle cantro] and which
are the rESpDn51b111ty of management Thus, the Cichon and Koff designation
of events as‘Fiﬁting into this cluster is qui%g consistent_ﬁith designStiDns
made;iﬁ other studies. -

The third'cihster of events identifiéd-ﬁy Cichon and Koff were concerned
with the theme of ‘Doing a good job'. Items iﬁciuded were: maintaiﬂing ' )
se]F—cantro1 when angry and teaching students who are below average ] The-
Towest ranked tgn events made up the final’ c1u5ter ‘ ThESE;EVEntS refTezted
a theme af Pédagogical Functions' and :incTuded such iiéms as teacher-parent
cénferenéés, dealing with bi?ingﬂaT;Students, taking additional céursewerk
for promat1ﬂn, attendeg inserV1ce meetings, and doing lesson piaﬁs )

The cangeptua1 clustering of responses to the TESI by Cichcn and Koff (1981)

and by other 1ﬁve5tigatars (Adams, Martray, and Alexander, 1982; B1agkweL}f*1981;
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Martray and Adams,. 1981; ‘Meza and Elliott, 1981 #oung, 1980) suqggests that-
teachsr stress (at least as dsF1nsd and measured by the TESI) may be pu1t1—i;

dimensional. However, thsrs is no empirical support for any set of' facters

. or-scales associated w1th th1s 1hstruﬁent

-

The purpass of this study is “to dstermine 1f def1n1t1vs factors do emerge

from the rssponses of tsachers to thse TESI. Emp1r1ca] sonf1rmat1on of such

oy

factors or ssa]es wili be saﬁght through the application of factor analysis.

As part of the same set oF ‘studies teachsrs were asked to respcnd‘to an |
instrument designed ta assess degree of sxperlen;ed burnout. Should c]esr
anﬁ distinct factors emerge from the sppiicstian of factor analysis to %ESﬁnnses.
on the TESI then an attempt will Eermade to rsiaté these tactors to'fscto;s
of shs Maslach Burnout Inventory.

v 'Msthods

In .a series of studies dur1ng the years, 1980, 1981, 1982 data wsre

CQ11éCtEd to assess the Teveis and sources of stress exper1en;ed by teschérs
in csnt“ 1 and wsstern Kentucky. The subjects were six hundred snd-s1xty
public school teachers smp1cyed 1n'urbsn suburban, or rural school d1str1sss

a

They were either enro1led as master-level students in Research Methods and

.Educational Psychﬂ?@gy classes or were part1c1psnts_lp_1nserv1cs prngrams.an
tes:hsr stress. ;ATthaugh their participstﬁﬁnZas subjsé%s\in the studies was
vo]untsry,vthere were virtually squivsient proportions of élementary aﬁd
sscondary school teachsrs, ' =;/

Nh1le the sampling procedures used 1n thsse stud1es precluded ger er-'

a11zab1]1ty bsyond ths sub;scts 1nvo1ved, summary stat1st1cs did indicate. ciose

s1m1]sr1t1es if patternsscf responses to the Teaching Events Stress Iﬁventgry

(TESI} across all thrss studies. Im addition, sampar1saﬁs were made with other

studies (Blackwell, 1981; Meza aﬁd Elliott, 1981) which also used the, TESI,

in studying-teaeher stress. . The data reportéd in those studies were also

5




quite s+ . rto Ay aaiﬁed in the Keﬁtucky stuéiési

.

‘Data .g 'retion | cocecures

t" .7 in-stering the instrument in each of the three studies

L

teacver  we - infermed that their involvement would contribute to a more

i
globai f * to assess the sources and levels of stress experienced by -

public wrncol teachers in the .commonwealth of Kentucky. Cooperation and

support was obtdined from the majority of the téaéhgrsi Subjects then

‘received a packet containing a demographic sheet, the Teachigﬁséients Stress
: a1 ching Events . .

=

Inventory, and instructions -for compléting the jﬁstrumenti

Instrumentation - , -

The  Teaching Events Stress Inventory (Cichon and Koff, 1978) contained

36 items, each of which represented a potential stress producing event
associated with teaching. In its crigiﬁa] form the instrument utilized a

year," assigned the arbitrary value of 500. That format was modified in
each oflthese'stﬁdiés to a Likert-type séven point SCE{E as the respdnsebset
fcr each of the 36 items. Teachers weré instructéd'tc respond to the items
as they‘appi%ed to them at the time they were responding to the instruments.
A zero categery was also a reépogse option if the,respaéleqt Sid not. |
éxperiéncé the event during the.préceding year. " ‘

.. . Results -

The three data sets representing three distinct studtes were combined to )

?orm the "total" dataiSet used for the factor.analysis of the TESI. This

procedure allowed for a maximum n-size of 660 subjects. While -these studies
were conducted at.different times and with diffefent sampies of teache}s,

=2 = . = ‘.—i - 2 -
the findings were quite similar across studies.



_ In add1t1gn factor analyses were conducted separate1y for the most recent

to determ1ne the re]aticnsh1p between the TESI factor scores and measures of

teacher hurngut_ Ihe~fésu1ts from both the total and the Burno data sets will
be discussed. N 5 o ‘ A
Factor analyses utilizing the varimax ratatioﬁAﬁas‘emp1aygd to determine
the factor solutions for the total data set. . In the first anéTys}s thezfaétar§
were allowed to be formed Free of control by the investigators. Séven factors
emerged fﬁam this-analysis. * Upon inspettian of thiS'FaCtDr!SQCUCEUFE? it was
”  decided that a five factcr'§z1utinn would ‘best serve the ﬁukpoées of this study
as two of the factors were principally bﬁésitém;Faﬁtcrs, ~Thus, factor analyses
}g *we}e obtained for both seté'oﬁ data Ey "forcing” a Fivé factor so1uti§ﬁ.
The nature of the data obta1ned from the TESI also required that two

_factor an31y515 camputat1op5 be performed far each of the data Sets: one

e

uti1iziﬁg‘zerds as 1eg1t1mate va1ues indicat1ng the nDn;existence of the stressor

for that teacher and one omitting zero from tha camputations ~ This précedurg;

--allowed for factors to be formed from respanse sgts that (1) 1nc1uded a]]_
respanseg whether or not they’ were ﬁercé1ved as Strgssnrs and (2) just those
items that were perceived by the teachers- as stressors. The resu]ts of the
factor anETyses us1ng.the var1max ?atat1o; far ‘the total data %et Wﬁth and :

iw1LQ9ut zero aﬁd the Burﬁﬂ data SEL; with ang without zero grg conga1ned\1n H

'?Appenﬁ1x B : o R "? . _ ; A

The ractar structure; that Emergéd for the’ tota] group anaTyses ‘and the
Burnc analyses were markedly similar as were the with zero and w1thout zero

;anaiysesz Tables IAthrough_S cont31ﬂ the faitor StTuCthE_er each analysis.

The strongest factor across each data getxb@tﬁ>féf with and without zero con-

tained items:thaﬁ_were:high stfesscﬁs and had the comnon element of thréat-
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associated with the item. Those items loaded heavily on the factor 1abe]%¢\as
"Personal/Professional Threat" (see Table 1). Thus, it'seemed tHat Ebdse items
“that were perceived threateniﬁg*to teachersgiwhéther from a perscna? security .

common faﬁtcr - - : - é

The SECGnd factor that emerged was named "Personal Ré1at1onsh1ps" as those
items that loaded heavily on this factor were character1zed by Pensana1 inter-
actions with parents and students. ngain the factor Toadings weré sﬁfong and
quite similar across all anaiyseé_ Table 2 gives the results of these analyses.

“ The third factor, "Racial Issues," was cegsistent across all analyses and
tontained three items that dealt with racial issues. Thege=FactDrs were quite
stable and ranked as third or fourth in the hierarchy of strength Table 3
Cantains the factor 1oad1ngs for FactOr 3. o

The qemain1ng two faétors were not as cqnsistént For’3111aﬁa1&ses as the
preceding factor structures. Table'4 contains the item loadings fdf‘thé factor .=
|  ,§31]ed "Non-Contact Tea:hing Tasks" which are tasks and résponsibi1itfes

teachers‘§EVEnthat do not require stadentfcgnta§t§ such as, lesson plans, studeht

records, §nd outside of class réSponsibiTitiesi gThis faitor was stabiehacrcss

| th?ee of the anaiyses, however, for the total w1thgut Zzero ana1ys1s the items
were ndt as heav11y loaded and in fact combined with the ‘items in Factor 5 to

~form a more ccmp1ex faﬂtor See ‘Appendix B, %\531 Group Analysis Without Zeroj

The.]ast«factor conta1ned 1tem5 that were commonly regarded as disruptive

of the:narmal teéching routine. However, thé item’“VGTuntaryjtranSFérreﬁ" did

not load heavily for the with zero analyses for eithei ‘the total or Burno data
sétg but Qas a éant%ibuting ifem in the without zero anaiysis. Thus,jfpr the -
K factor. "Change -in Normal Routing" thére maf Ee éomé question as tc the inclusion

of“tﬁis"itémxas part of the computation for the with zero factor score. For

E ' :, _ j o .=  . 1' 8




.purposes ofptﬁis paper, the factor scares were computed using all items - as
qppeaf‘%n the respéctive tables. | |

To determine the independénce of thevfaétor scores, an ihtéréOFFETation
matrix was compd?ed for eachr;eé;gF ana1j§esi Inspection of these matrices
reveaied that while.moderate relationships were ﬁoted between scmé factors
(i;e,, Factor one and Fagtar three), thenvera11 re]at1on5h1ps were- ﬁét Gf'§£fﬁ

' T

" ficient magn1tude to warrant concern. Thus, tne factors can be gOﬂSTdErEd to

be re1at1ve1y 1ndependent,‘ Tables 6 thraugh S contain thesé 1ntercarreiat1on;
matrices. - : .
Fina11y, the means- and standard deviations WETE-computéd for each factor

.score. "As can be seen in Tab1es 10 and 11, the w1thout zero means were of

*

greater magn1tudfffas would be expected. These summary stat15t1cs offer two
dﬁfferent indices of teachEr StPESS‘= the with zero stat1st1cs indicate the
overa?1 degree of stress attributed tD the respective factar while without™

£

zero stat15t1cs 1nd1ﬁage the degree of stress when the items within the Factcr
actually. oceur far the réspondents For exampler the factnr "Personal/
Prcfess1ona1 Threat" has a mean value of 1..76 when zeros were 1nc1uded as
'1egit1mate-requn5e§g but 3,51 when zergs werE-om1ttedg This ﬁnd1cates that

this factor has a re?ativé?y low occurrence rate but when teachers da perce1ve;.,
the items as stressors;'thé s%ﬁessors aEe rather inténsé_ Similar matters are,
true for Factor 3, "Racial Issues" and Eactér 5, “Chaﬁée in Normal Routine."

& -

Summary =

The purpase Qf th15 paper was ta determ1ne, if pass1@1e, a factor structure
,for the TE51 that was both stat1st1ca]1y and Togically coherent. The results of }
‘a factor ana1ys1s procedure us1ng the var1max rntat1gn prgduce&”Five factors‘ -
‘that were relatively stable and 1ndependent as well as logically sound. These L

=

were labeled as:




FaQtor.1: . Personal/Professional Threat

“ Factor 2: Interpersonal ;Ré’létignshiés P‘
Factor 3: Racial Issues L. .
Factor 4: vNonaContact Teaching Tasks , \

Factor 5:° Change in Normal Routine
'-These‘findings will be usgd'iﬁ additional -analyses to determine-if relation--

ships'exist between the TESI facter

5

the Maslach Burnout Inventory. g o ' : . R

Scores and measures of Teacher Burnout front
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TABLE 1 .

£

Total .

- Burno

“With 0 Without 0

With 0~ Without 0 .

3. Colleague Assaulted

6. Néti%icatiﬁniuﬁsati Perf.

8. Strike Preparatign’
11§A>Ihvé1untary Transferred
16.  Threat of Pers. jnéﬁrg
29. ’Supervisgr’Disaé>§§ment‘
34. Promotion Dcnfaj \

1,607 . . .688

Vg 785 . .73
© .584, . -.457
©.752 .507 ,
638 .666
.598 .62
601 .54

_ (Fac1)  (Fac1)  (Fac1). -(Fac1) .

634 446
808 . .737

627 858

.706 561 0

& g

.. TABLE 2

L _ Interpersonal Relationships Factér

“Total ¥ -

“With 0 Without 0

——Burno

“Without 0

“With 0

12,::Maﬁ§§iﬁg Disfupf Stud.
19. Talk o Parent/Child Prob.
‘EZ*VLGiVingAGfadesr 'iAV ,
’;25_; Tch. Below Avg. Stﬁdentsli

30. Téacher/Pareﬁt Conference-

__(Fac 2)  (Fac E)
.629 497

776 7 .724

623 607
457 .499

666 684

TW{EQEL:f(%EBL;

.639 .669

.788 .763 ™

_.662  .541"

F

559 489

U712 . .673




TABLE 3

'éaQiET'ISSQes Factor

- __~_ _Total ’ WBLH{FI:D: -
Item 7 With O Without O Vﬂjthiﬂ Without O
(Fac 3) (Fac 4)  (Fac 3) (Fac 4)

17. Community Racial Issues 751 - .507 .754 .869
24. Staff Racial Issues 554 672 657 628

35. Student Racial Assues ) .702 : .623 .689° .691

TABLE 4

Non-Contact Teaching-Tasks Factor

N Y T T otal Burno__ -
Item - "With 0 Without 0  With 0 Without O
__(Fac4) (Fac3)  (Fac4)  (Fac 2)

14. Daily iesson Plans- .537 .354 - .528 .657

32., Student Records = - . .563 .374 . .606  .621

33. Research or'Training Program’ .360 427 .445 .612
From. Qutside the School :

5. Inservice Meetings S 375 405 .49 .434

"TABLE-5 _ 7
Change in Normal Routine Factor )
" T : fata] 7 7 f— ;,qugrfngrir’i -

" Item ' “With 0 Without 0  With 0 Without 0
— ( I?E}: ,5), - (Fa,': ,3 ,), — ,,( EEE ,5) — ,(,Ea,cis) —

1. First Week of School .542 520 - .514 .566

Pu

Reorganization. of Classes 621 .604- 613 .614
" Changes in Duties o .442 (513 - .546 . .550°

T

Voluntarily Transferred ~.165 < .643 . ? .282 ©.470




TABLE 6

Intercorrelation Matrix - Total With 0

’ P/PT IPR RI NTT CNR

P/PT — 99 .550 228 .369
IPR . .258 .518 .438
CRI | ~ | - 335 .334

. TABLE 7 9
Intercorrelation Matrix - Total Without O
P/PT - IPR RI NTT CNR

28 =2 T




TABLE 8

Intercorrelation Matrix - Burnc With O

P/PT IPR RI NTT CNR
P/PT - .124 .604 .264 .442
IPR - .070 .446 .437
RI -= ' .339 .429
NTT -- .397
CNR -

) TABLE 9
Intercorrelation Matrix - Burno Without O

P/PT IPR RI NTT CNR
P/PT - .404 .495 .291 .388
IPR -— 101 .423 . .393
RI -= 161 286

— NFF— — — E— R - == .382 o

CNR -




TABLE 10 |

Mean and Standard Deviation for Each Factor 5core

Total Sample

T ettt i
X sD N X SD N
Factor 1 1.76  3.77 660 4.29 © 3.51 501
Factor 2 3.08 2.19 660 3.42 1.71 651
Factor 3 1.22 2.50 660 2.89 2.70 384
Factor 4 2.10 1.64 660 2.78 1.8G 639
Factor 5 2.72 2.06 660 3.80 2.31 647
TABLE 11
" Mean and Standard Deviation for Each Factor Score
: Burno Sample
- __Burno With 0 _ Burno Without 0
X sb - N X SD N
:Facﬁor ] 2.21 4.58 220 4.50 3.55 174
Factor 2 3.40 2.2 220 3.56  1.81 218
Factor 3 112 2,79 220 311 3.00 105
Factor 4 2.19 1.68 220 2.74 1.79 215
Factor 5 2.96  2.45 220 3.86  2.56 - 216

16



APPENDIX A

The Teaching Evenis Stress Inventory
by Cichon & Koff
1978 ED 160-662

. language is not English.

7

Directions .
Please rate the following teaching events as to the relative
degree of stress for you at this time If an event doss not
“apply to vou, mark the '"zero" colum. The '‘one' column
indicates a VE,‘? low stressor while a "seven' indicates a
verv high stressor,
§ e - — —— — R — - -
Rating
L
1. The first week of the school year. 0 1 2 3 4 5
2. BReorpanization of classes or program, o 1 2 3 4 5
3. Collengue assaulted in school. o 1 2 3 fl"‘, 5
4. Voluntarilv transferred. - . o 1 2 3 4 5
5. Attendance at in-service meetings. 0O 1 2 '3 4 5
6. ‘\Ic::tlflcatléﬂ of unsatisfactory -
performance. 0 1 2 3 4 5
7. C)vercrtjwded classroom. o 1 2 3 4 5
8. Preparing for a stiike. 0o 1 2 3 4 5
9. Change in ﬂthlE%‘/WGI‘E respcns.lbllltles. 0 1 2 3 4 5
10. Conference with principal/supervisor. 0 1 2 3 4 5
11. TInvoluntarily transferred. ' 0O 1 2 3 4 5
12. Managing "'disruptive' children. 0O 1 2 3 4 5
13. Implementing Board of Education X _
. Curriculum goals. 0 1 2 3 4 5
14, D\?v;alﬁplnrf and completing dzuly lesson
‘plans. 01 2 3 4 5
15. Supervising stuvdent behavior c:iut%;:je ] ) :
the classrcom. 0O 1 2 3 4 5.
16. Threatened with personal .iijury.’ . 60 1 2 .3 4 5
17. Dealing with commnity racial issues. 0 1 2 3 4 5
18. Maintaining self control when angry. 0O 1 2 3 4 5
19.  Talking to parents ah@ut their c:hg.ld ] -
problems. 0O 1 2 3 4 5
20. Dealing with students whose pr:mm-y : _
- ‘o 1. 2 3 1. 5

High
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6- 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
5 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6. 7
6 7
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[ W
[

grades.

0
w

Target of verbal abuse by student.
Evaluating student performance or giving

Lack of availability of books and supplies.
24. Dealing with staff racial issues.

25. Teaching students who are 'below
in achievement level.

[e]

average"

26. Lavatory facilities for teachers are not_

clean or camfortable.

27. - Taking additional course work for

promotion.

28. Teaching physically or mentally haﬂdlcapped

children.

D_ISD,(E:FEE!‘IEHE with superv;sc:r

=

"y
L~

=
(VI

b

W"'J
]

i)

[ine

4

W otn

T 8] o n

o

iy

o ;n—-w —
by b3
0l w

)

Yo |

29

30.. Teacher parent conferences.

31. Seeking principal's intervention in a .
discipline matter.
Maintaining student pe:samel and
achievement records.

33. Having a research or training program
from "outside' in the school.
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Denial of promotica-or advancement.
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Dealing with student racial issues.
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Disagreement with another teacher.
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smographics

female  (2)

A
3
£
(o

1. S8ex

‘Years of teaching experience

(2

Grade Level

-

‘High School (9-12) _
. Other

IR )

Lower eléﬁentary-(KsB) (D
(5

Upper elementary (4-6)  (2)
Middle School (7-8) (3

5. Marital Status
(3) .

Divarcéd/Sépgra ed - . 7
—

Single  __ (1)
Wld@r@d
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Married . (2)
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Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Ttem
Item
Item 10
“Item 11
Item 12
Item 13
Item 14
Item 15
Item 16
Item 17
. Item 18
Item 19

DO S T O S G TN

Item 20

Item 21

Item 22

Item 23
Item 24
Item 25
Item 26
Item 27
Item 28
Item 29
Item 30
Item 31
Item 32
.Item 33
Item 34
Item 35
Item 36

APPENDIX B

VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRICES

Varimaxiﬁgtated Factor Matrix

Fattor 1

Total - With 0

Factor 2  Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

-0.064
0.068
0.607
0.501
0.03z

- 0.78%
0.302
0.584
0.419
0.467
0.752

0.136
0. 265

-0.073
0.076
0.638
0.371
0.204
0.055
0.290

0.365
©20.015°

0.188
10.316
-0.068

0.292

0.259

0.179

0.598

0.091

0.172

0.611

0.276

0.601

0.227

G.461

0.224
0.269
0.102
0.105
0.106
0.138
0.401
-0.017
0.255
0.408
0.029
0.629
0.325

0.428 .

.449
142

.147
776

0
0
0
- 0.495
0
-0.030

. 0.477 ——0:305—

0.623

0.337.°
0.038

0.457
0.081

0.219

0.125
0.216
0.666
0.529

. 0.252 |

0.144
0.005
0.212
0.265

0.050
0.045
0.236
0.052
0.103
0.079
0.001

0.193

0.028

~=0.047

0.085
0.049
0.075
-0.050
*0.166
0.326

0.751.

0.218
0.039
0.302

-0.013
0.091
0.554
"0.063
0.182

-0.021 - -

0.184
0.161

- 0.006

0.152
0.044
0.222
0.260
0.702

0.192

0.168

0.189
~0.008
0.057
0.375
0.064
0.120
0.022
0.095
0.040

0.054

0.129
0. 366
0.537
0.219
0.003
0.069
0.098
C.095
0.014
0.013
C. 386
0.240
0.183
0.396
0.254
0.309
0.389
0.206
0.190
0.205
0.563
0.360 .
0.213
0.188
0.204

0.542
0.621
-0.083
0.165
0.259
-0.052
0.209

* -0.047

0.442
0.230
0.178
0.174
0.083
0.075
0.160
-0.038
, 0.079
0.196
0.089
-0.087
0.036
0.072
0.238
0.102
0.075

0.091 -

0.154
0.061
0.115
0.1
0.139
0.073
0.165
0.005
0.090
0.108



Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix

Total - Without O

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4  Factor 5

.520 0.086 -0.007
.694 0.115 -0.022
.038 0.055 0.001
.643 -0.140 0.032
. 405 0.220 -0.016
.193 '0.078 0.056
. 426 -0.127 -0.158
.064 0.030 0.667
513 -0.0C? -0.019
277 0.051 . 0.100
. 345 0.064 0.146
169 0.071 -0.203
.363 0.105 .025
.354 0.313. .041
. 149 0.223 .126
.007 0.025 .077
.077  0.507 .040
.143 0.295 .031
184 -0.024 .019
.187 -0.008 .482
.009 0.137 130
.278 0.091 075

433 0.122 .055
256 - 0.672
.260 0.180 ,
. 222 0.181 15T
.483 -~  0.074

.268 0.189

. 264 0.184

.300 - -0.123 -
.257 0.240

.374 . 0.295

427~ 0.266

167  0.203

.007 - . 0.623

.231 0.180

0.111 0.144
0.163 0.189
0.688 0.034
0.207 0.137
.028 0.121
.731 -0.019
.329 0.213
.457 -0.057
.397 0.147
. 387 0.339
.507 0.013
. 308 0.497
163 0.242
201 - 0.293
.196 0.401
666 0.087
.535 0.113
.338 0.414
.206 0.724
0.053
.501 0.372 -
.002  0.607
124 0.193
.330° 0.039
.033 0.499
132 0.152
.107 0.278
.080 0.'356
.621 0.275
154 -~ 0.684
120 - 0.439
.158 0.257
037 0.391
541 0.097
427 . 0.273
.485 -0.270
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Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item 1
Item 15
Item 16
Item 17
Item 18
Item 19
Item 20
Item 21
Item 22
Item 23
Item 24
Item 25
Item 26

Item 27

Item 28 -
Item 29

Item 30 _
Item 31

Item 3
Item 33
Item 34
Item 35
Item 36
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Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Ttem
Item
Item

Ttem 1
Item 1

Item
Item
Item
Ttem

Item 1

Item
Item
Item

. Item:
Ttem

Item
Item
Item
Item
Item

bt st
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13
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18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Item .28

Item
Item
Item
Jtem
Item !

TS Ttem 3

“Item

Item

29
30
31

32

34
35
36

Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix

. Burnoe - With Q
Factor 1  Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
-0.010 - 0.299 0.112 0.153 0.514
0.066 0.300 0.158 0.090 0.613
0.634 0.131 0.327 -0.033 -0.041
0.492 0.098 0.232 0.100 0.282
0.046 0.171 0.135 0.491 0.099
0.808 -0.049 0.10% 0.018 0.125
0.400 0.369 0.044 0.042 0.220
0.627 0.001 0.354 -0.065 -0.061
0.333 0.298 0.137 0.129 0.546
0.398 0.400 -0.080 0.176 0.391
0.706 0.004 0.170 0.176 0.234
0.123 0.639 0.056 =0.027 0.221
0.181 0.328 0.096 - 0.260 0.224
-0.117 0.443 -0.029 0.528 -0.037
0.043 0.430 0.167 - 0.107 0.193
0.680 0.089 0.361 =0.G76 - -0.043
0.403 0.074 0.754 0.055. 0.077
0.210 0.509 0.281 0.027°  .0.180
0.060 0.789 =0.091 0.104 0.073
0.289 -0.028 0.411 0.066 0.210
0.456 0.415 0.283 -0.020 0.057
0.032 0.662 -0.036 0.270 .0.068
0.276 0.354 0.098 - . 0.179 0.242-
0.324 -0.104 0.657 ©0.237 0.174
-0.122 0.559 -0.070 0.339 0.065
0.345 0.159 0.024 0.189 0.001
0.245 0.185 0.013 0.4:5 0.093
0.266 0.113 0.173 0.310 0.141
0.647 0.248 0.096 - 0.159 0.212
0.102 0.712 -0.109 0.259 0.090
0.316 0.460 0.080 0.169 0.144
0.068 0.185 0.097 0.606 0.078
0.333 0.011 0.199 0.445 0.343
0.632 -0.061 0.177 - 0,323 0.109
0.306 0.094 0.689 0.237 0.122
0.435 0.242 0.168 0.203 D!DSB
N 231,
f\‘\



Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix

Burno - Without O

Factor 1  Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

.566
.614
.216
.470
175
187
.275
126
.550
. 337 .
211 o
.243 |
.277
.080
.079
.046
). 250
).094
).063
0.776
.057
). 160
.270
0.295
0.043
0.004
n.332
0.173
.32
.152
.025
0.109
124

. 242 0.151 0.110
.275 0.203 0.094
.159 0.202 0.383
.296 °0.023
.434 0.004
122 0.152
1374, 0.267
.082.:,~ -0.036
46277, 0.144
.223 . 0.356
.251 0.034
.040  0.669
.397 0.178
657 - 0
.195 0.464
127 0.228
.027 0.034
.192 0. 380
.175 0.763
.274 0.147
.010 0.461
341 0.54]
.371 0.254
.452 -0.114
.489 0.470
.320 0.161
.357  0.338
.513 0.253
176 0.311 .

0.114
0.146
0.446
0.243
0.085
0.737
0.247
0.858
Item 0.376
Item 1C 0.407
Item 11 0.561
" Item 12 0.179
Item 13 0:186
Item 14 -0.079
Item 15. 0.072
Item 16 - 0.493
Item 17 0.235
Item 18 0.170
Item 19 0.153
Item 20 0.25]
Item 21 = 0.279
Item 22 0.137
Item 23 0.176
~Item 24 '0.186
Item 25  =0.119
Item 26 - 0.196
Item 27 0.197
Item 28 D0.010
Item 29 0.643
Ttem 30 0.103 301 H7 3
Item 31 0.314 0.334 0.408
Item 32 0.035 0.621 0.061
Item 33 0.097 . -0.612 ( :
Item 34 0.534 0.178 - 0.217 . . 115
» Item 35 0.306 - 0.237 0.069 - . 0.691 0.017
. Item 36 0.468 0.11s6 0.174 . 0.114 - ).158 ' s
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Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
Item
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